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Responses to Comment Set 15 
15-1 Text revisions included in this Final EIR provide a brief discussion of the approvals and 

agreements required by the Contra Costa County Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District.  The Final EIR includes revisions in Table A-1 (Permits Required) and revisions to 
Draft EIR text in Section D.8.2.3 regarding requirements for hydrology and water quality (see 
Section 4, changes to page D.8-11). 

15-2 The discussion of Regional and Local requirements in Section D.8.2.3 of the Draft EIR has 
been revised in this Final EIR (see Section 4, changes to page D.8-11) to clarify that a 
discretionary Flood Control Permit and a Drainage Permit would be required by the District. 

15-3 Comment noted.  The CSLC anticipates that the final depth of each crossing would be 
determined through the discretionary permit process administered by the District.  The 
minimum clearance at Walnut and Grayson Creeks and Pacheco Creek would be included in the 
construction plans required by Mitigation Measures HS-1a (Construction Plans to Define Water 
Crossings) and HS-4a (Adequate Pipeline Burial and Protection) in the Draft EIR Section D.8, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, pages D.8-12 and D.8-18, respectively.   

15-4 The Draft EIR (page D.8-12) includes a discussion of the Pacheco Slough crossing under the 
discussion for Impact HS-1: Discharge of Fine Sediments into Streamflow During 
Construction.  The potential impacts related to construction of this crossing would be reduced 
with Mitigation Measure HS-1d (Pacheco Slough Crossing) of the Draft EIR page D.8-14, 
which would require directional drilling instead of trenching if water is present in the slough.  
If the crossing would proceed with trenching, the Draft EIR discusses how potentially adverse 
effects to the flood control facilities would be minimized. The integrity of levees would be 
protected by Mitigation Measure HS-1a (Construction Plans to Define Water Crossings) (see 
Section 4, changes to page D.8-12) and Mitigation Measure HS-6a (Floodplain Protection) of 
the Draft EIR page D.8-25, which would require components of the Proposed Project to 
provide floodplain protection and avoid disruption of stream cross sections.  

15-5 Table A-1 (Permits Required) of this Final EIR has been revised to note the correct name of the 
FCWCD (see Section 4, changes to page A-1).  The required agreement, permit, and purpose 
have also been revised, as recommended. 
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Responses to Comment Set 16 
16-1 Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
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Responses to Comment Set 17 
17-1 The highest level of detail regarding the location of the pipeline adjacent to Lopes Road is 

shown in the Draft EIR, Appendix 1E, Jurisdictional Delineation Maps.  These maps generally 
show that the pipeline would be west of Lopes Road in a private right-of-way, although 
negotiations with Solano County Transportation Department and the City of Benicia would 
influence the final design.   

17-2 Comment noted.   

17-3 The requirements of the Environmental Health Services Division are shown in Section D.6.2.3 
on page D.6-6 of the Draft EIR.  Table A-1 (Permits Required) of this Final EIR has been 
revised to clarify that a business plan would be required for use and storage of hazardous 
materials above threshold quantities (see Section 4, changes to page A-1). 

The requirements for internal corrosion control and monitoring are discussed with revised text 
under Impact S-2.2: Internal Corrosion of this Final EIR (see Section 4, changes to page 
D.2-39).  Federal requirements mandate use of “active” cathodic protection in 49 CFR 
195.579, Subpart H. 

17-4 Decommissioning of the existing pipeline would occur according to the requirements of the 
California State Fire Marshal.  Requirements would include ongoing monitoring and inspection 
for corrosion.  The potential impacts associated with improper abandonment are discussed in 
Section D.2, Pipeline Safety and Risk of Accidents, of the Draft EIR page D.2-50 under Impact 
S-3: Pipeline Abandonment or Removal from Service.  Mitigation Measure S-3a (Pipeline 
Abandonment Procedures) includes revisions in this Final EIR to clarify that the frequency of 
future inspection would be an important component of the abandonment report (see Section 4, 
changes to Section D.2.3.10, page D.2-51). 

17-5 Known contaminated sites along the Existing Pipeline ROW Alternative, shown in Table D.6-8 
of the Draft EIR page D.6-23, include the Elmira Booster Station.  Ongoing restoration or 
remediation actions for known contaminated sites in the vicinity of the Proposed Project would 
continue with or without the Proposed Project.  Although the Proposed Project would involve 
removing the Elmira Booster Pump Station from service (Section B.3.4 of the Draft EIR page 
B-22), SFPP would continue to be liable and responsible for any future discoveries of 
contamination associated with the abandoned pipeline system, and SFPP would continue to 
work with the Regional Water Quality Control Board on this issue as required.   

17-6 Use of double-wall technology for the Proposed Project pipeline was not considered to be 
technologically feasible.  The California State Fire Marshal (CSFM) prohibits double-walled 
piping for hazardous liquid pipeline systems, on the basis of design and construction 
difficulties, operation and maintenance problems, risk to the public and to the environment, and 
economic impact.  The CSLC agrees with the CSFM position on this technology.  The CSFM 
position is available in an informational bulletin released October 1998, available at 
http://osfm.fire.ca.gov/pdf/informational/doublewall.pdf.   

17-7 Table A-1 (Permits Required) of the Draft EIR page A-1 notes that permits would be required 
from Solano County for crossing County streets or water crossings in the jurisdiction of the 
County.  The Project Description (Draft EIR pages B-25 and B-29) shows that excess soils 
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would be returned to the trench or spread across the construction right-of-way.  In areas where 
this would not be possible, excess soils could be exported from the site to a disposal facility.  
Final clarification of disposal methods would be negotiated with County administrators at the 
time of permit review.   


